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Korea, which have not signed it, will still be 
able to continue their efforts to acquire 
chemical weapons. This is obviously true. 
But the convention, which has been endorsed 
by 68 countries and will go into effect in 
April whether or not we have ratified it, will 
make it more difficult for these states to do 
so by prohibiting the sale of materials to 
nonmembers that can be used to make chem-
ical weapons. 

In an ideal world, rogue states and ter-
rorist groups would simply give up the use of 
chemical weapons. But ours is not an ideal 
world. The Chemical Weapons Convention 
recognizes that, and so should its opponents. 
It makes no sense to argue that because a 
few pariah states refuse to join the conven-
tion the United States should line up with 
them rather than with the rest of the world. 

Others have argued that if we ratify the 
treaty, we will not be able to verify that all 
members will abide by it. No international 
agreement, of course, is perfectly 
verifiable—just as no domestic law is per-
fectly enforceable. But the treaty sets up a 
verification system, including international 
inspections on short notice, that will be far 
more effective than what we possess today. 
Moreover, the treaty would strengthen infor-
mation-sharing among member states. It 
would increase, not diminish, our under-
standing of chemical weapons threats. 

Some opponents of the treaty claim that it 
would create yet another costly inter-
national bureaucracy and place an onerous 
regulatory burden on American business. 
Both assertions are overstated. Our share for 
administering the treaty would be about $25 
million a year, a truly modest amount in a 
Federal budget of about $1.7 trillion. Only 
about 140 companies would have significant 
reporting requirements, while some 2,000 
others would be asked to fill out a short 
form. 

Moreover, failure to ratify the treaty 
would actually cost the American chemical 
industry hundreds of millions of dollars in 
sales by making United States exporters sub-
ject to trade restrictions by convention 
members. Our joining the convention could 
help American business—which is why the 
chemical industry supports ratification. 

Other critics assert that the treaty would 
somehow infringe on our national sov-
ereignty—in particular, the Fourth Amend-
ment ban on unreasonable search and sei-
zure. In fact, it explicitly permits members 
to abide by their constitutional require-
ments when providing access to inter-
national inspectors. Under the treaty, invol-
untary inspection of American manufac-
turing and storage sites would still require 
legally acquired search warrants. The idea 
that ratifying the treaty would repeal part 
of our Bill of Rights is simply wrong. 

But by far the most important argument 
against the treaty is that ratification would 
somehow undermine our national security. 

Nothing could be further from the truth. 
Let me be blunt: The idea that Ronald 
Reagan and George Bush would negotiate a 
treaty detrimental to this nation’s security 
is grotesque. 

The United States does not need chemical 
weapons as a deterrent. Any nation or group 
contemplating a chemical attack against us 
must reckon with our overwhelming conven-
tional force and vast nuclear arsenal. Each is 
more than sufficient to deter a chemical at-
tack. 

Chemical weapons are relatively easy to 
develop and cheap to manufacture, so it is no 
coincidence that the rogue nations now seek-
ing to build chemical arsenals are economi-
cally impoverished and technologically 
backward. Unlike Iraq or Libya, we don’t 
need such weapons to project our influence. 
In fact, we are already committed—under a 

law signed in 1985 by President Reagan—to 
destroy our existing chemical weapons 
stockpile by 2004. We will do this whether or 
not we ratify the treaty. 

What we need is a way to limit the risk 
that American troops or civilians may some-
day face a chemical weapons attack. The 
convention can help do precisely this by con-
trolling the flow of illicit trade materials 
and by making it easier to marshal inter-
national support for the political, diplomatic 
and economic isolation of countries that 
refuse to ratify it. 

If we fail to ratify the convention, we will 
not only forgo any influence in the con-
tinuing effort against chemical weapons, we 
will also risk postponing indefinitely any 
progress on an international ban on the 
equally dire threat of biological weapons. 
More generally, we will imperil our leader-
ship in the entire area of nonproliferation 
perhaps the most vital security issue of the 
post-cold-war era. 

Today we face a monumental choice re-
quiring a bipartisan consensus, just as we did 
in ratifying the North American Free Trade 
Act in 1993. Failure to ratify the Chemical 
Weapons Convention would send a message 
of American retreat from engagement in the 
world. For this reason—and because our na-
tional interest is better served by joining the 
convention than by lining up with pariah 
states outside it—I support the treaty and 
urge my fellow Republicans to do the same.∑ 
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APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 6968(a), appoints 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
MCCAIN], from the Committee on 
Armed Services, to the Board of Visi-
tors of the U.S. Naval Academy. 

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 9355(a), 
appoints the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
KEMPTHORNE], from the Committee on 
Armed Services, to the Board of the 
U.S. Air Force Academy. 

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 4355(a), 
appoints the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
COATS], from the Committee on Armed 
Services, to the Board of Visitors of 
the U.S. Military Academy. 
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ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
FEBRUARY 26, 1997 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in adjournment until the hour of 9 a.m. 
on Wednesday, February 26. I further 
ask that immediately following the 
prayer, the routine requests through 
the morning hour be granted and the 
Senate then resume consideration of 
Senate Joint Resolution 1, the con-
stitutional amendment requiring a bal-
anced budget. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. ENZI. For the information of all 
Senators, tomorrow morning, the Sen-
ate will begin debate on the Feinstein 

amendment to the balanced budget res-
olution, with a vote on or in relation to 
the Feinstein amendment occurring at 
11 a.m. Then Senator TORRICELLI will 
be recognized to offer an amendment 
relating to capital budgeting. There is 
a limitation of 3 hours for debate on 
that amendment. 

I want to remind Senators that under 
a previous order, Members have until 5 
p.m. on Wednesday to offer their 
amendments to the balanced budget 
amendment. We appreciate the co-
operation of the Democratic leader in 
working with us for this unanimous- 
consent agreement outlining the re-
maining adjustments that will be in 
order to the constitutional amend-
ment. It is our hope that when we con-
tinue to make progress and complete 
consideration of this important legisla-
tion. Also, I want to remind Senators 
that on Thursday, February 27, His Ex-
cellency Eduardo Frei, President of 
Chile, will address a joint meeting at 10 
a.m. All Senators are asked to meet in 
the Senate Chamber at 9:40 a.m. to pro-
ceed as a group to the joint meeting. 

f 

ORDER FOR RECESS 
Mr. ENZI. If there is no further busi-

ness to come before the Senate, I now 
ask that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the previous order fol-
lowing the remarks of Senator 
TORRICELLI, who will be making his ini-
tial floor speech, and Senator BENNETT. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah is recognized. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I don’t 

mean to intrude upon the Senator from 
New Jersey, if he is prepared to speak 
next. I was going to ask unanimous 
consent for up to 10 minutes to speak 
as if in morning business. 

I ask unanimous consent that I may 
proceed for up to 10 minutes as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Ricardo Velaz-
quez and Cordell Roy be granted floor 
privileges for the balance of this ses-
sion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Utah is recognized 
as in morning business. 

(The remarks of Mr. BENNETT per-
taining to the introduction of S. 357 are 
located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ENZI). The Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

f 

JOURNEY OF GENERATIONS 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 

rise to address the Senate for the first 
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